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All Participants: Status of Application: 



(1) Examiner Tiffany A Fetzner . (3) . 

(2) Attorney Edward (Ted) Yoo Rea No. 41,435 . (4) . 

Date of Interview: 30 April 2004 Time: 

Type of Interview: 

M Telephonic 

□ Video Conference 

□ Personal (Copy given to: □ Applicant □ Applicant's representative) 

Exhibit Shown or Demonstrated: □ Yes S No 
If Yes, provide a brief description: 

Part I. 

Rejection(s) discussed: 

See Continuation Sheet 



Claims discussed: 

Claims 1, 3, 5, 10, and 1 1 were discussed in detail as concerns the limitations set forth and the novelty of applicant's water/oil 
determination method / apparatus. Clarification of the claims in view of the teachings of the specification was also discussed. 



Prior art documents discussed: 

See Continuation Sheet 

Part II. 

SUBSTANCE OF INTERVIEW DESCRIBING THE GENERAL NATURE OF WHAT WAS DISCUSSED: 

See Continuation Sheet 



Part III. 

13 It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
directly resulted in the allowance of the application. The examiner will provide a written summary of the substance 
of the interview in the Notice of Allowability. 

□ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
did not result in resolution of all issues. A brief summary by the examiner appears in Part II above. 



(Examiner/SPE Signature) (Applicant/Applicant's Representative Signature - if appropriate) 
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Application No. 09/852,339 



Continuation of rejections discussed: The overcomming of tfie final rejections by applicant's RCE amendment, tlie 
relocation of the Aoil and Aloil abbreviations to eliminate confusion in the claimed features about what the 
abbreviations represent, and the lack of a step which connects the desired preamble to the end result of the 
independent claims. Applicant's Attorney agreed to move the abbreviations to a location immediately following their 
respective definition in the claims, and to the inclusion of a step showing the connection between the originally recited 
preamble and the end result of the independent claims.. 



Continuation of Identification of prior art discussed: Pramme rUS patent 6,107,796; Flaum et al., US patent 
6,140,817; and the prior art techniques which use NMR to separate oil and water salad dressing emulsions with 
medium NMR relaxometers of 20MHz., The examiner notes that the prior art teach that the ability to detemriine the 
water fraction, oil fraction, or oil / water fraction of an emulsion with a low field NMR relaxometer has never proven to 
be a viable alternative. Low field relaxometer measurements of oil and water fractions have here to fore been 
unsuccessful according to the teachings of the prior art. In the prior art techniques and apparatuses the only thing that 
is detemnined is either if water, oil, and other components are present in a sample, or an estimate, (i.e. a guess) about 
the fractional amount of the oil / water components. The prior art fails to make direct low NMR relaxometer 
mesurements that are accurate detemiinations of the fractional amount of oil and water in a fluid emusion. . 

Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: The 
examiner contacted appplicant's attorney to discuss the RCE claims, and the teachings of the prior art in order to 
ensure that the earlier applied prior art , as a result of applicant's RCE amendments was no longer applicable to the 
pending claims. Additionally, the examiner wanted to discuss the grammatical flow of applicant's claimed limitations, to 
ensure that the features claimed were cleariy recited. In discussions with the attorney the examiner noted features that 
applicant taught in the specification, but did not cleariy recite in the claims. The attorney agreed to work with the 
examiner to address the examiner's concerns by clarifying the features already claimed by original disclosure. The 
attorney proposed changes to the claim language to address the examiner's concerns, and gave the examiner 
permission to perfomi an examiner's amendment to the claims, and specification in accordance with the proposal, in 
order to place the application in condition for allowance. The examiner notes that the examiner amended changes are 
free of new matter, since applicant's original disclosure has original support. . 



